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Pursuant to the Commission's Public Notice released April 15, 1998 (DA 98-715), AT&T

Corp. ("AT&T") hereby submits these Reply Comments on proposals to revise the Commission's

methodology for determining high cost support for non-rural local exchange carriers ("LECs") 1

In its comments, AT&T demonstrated that the Commission should evaluate all of the

proposals according to two cardinal principles: First federal funding for universal service should

under no circumstances be increased beyond present levels. AT&T at 3-4. Second, the universal

service program should be competitively neutral. Id. at 4

Moreover, AT&T outlined a three-part proposal for implementing the new methodology for

calculating universal service support. First, AT&T demonstrated that, in the vast majority of cases,

local sources of support fully compensate the major non-rural LECs for all their universal service

I In its comments, AT&T inadvertently referred to the proposal of the Ad Hoc Working Group
of the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners as the proposal of the Ad Hoc
Telecommunications Users Group. AT&T at 13 AT&T regrets that error.



costs. In the few study areas where that is not true, these LECs have many other sources of support,

including intrastate toll, wireless, and yellow pages Therefore, any further explicit federal support

payments to these LECs should be canceled until they can show that such payments are necessary.

lit at 5-7. Second, AT&T showed that the Commission should calculate support on a study area

basis, because calculating support on a wire center basis, as the Commission currently intends to do,

would dramatically and inappropriately increase the size of the fund. Id. at 7-9 Finally, because

there currently exists no substantial local competition, the FCC should postpone implementation of

the new universal service plan until local competition materializes. Id. at 9-13

As described below, the comments reflect broad support for the principles that AT&T set out

in its comments, and a number ofcommenters support critical aspects of AT&T's specific proposals.

I. THERE IS BROAD SUPPORT IN THE COMMENTS FOR NOT INCREASING THE
SIZE OF THE FUND AND FOR PROMOTING COMPETITIVE NEUTRALITY.

Numerous parties emphasize that the new federal fund certainly should not be increased

beyond its present size. Ameritech at 7-8; Bell Atlantic at i, 2; CPUC at 3; Md. PSC at 1-2,4-5, 7;

NYDPS at 2; Sprint at iii, 1, 10; SWBT at 3 As Bell Atlantic states, the federal fund should be no

larger than "the minimum necessary" to achieve the statutory purpose. Bell Atlantic at 4 (quotini

remarks by Chairman William E. Kennard to the National Association of State Utility Consumer

Advocates (Feb. 9, 1998)); see also id. at 14 (the Commission should minimize federal funding to

"assure that carriers focus on market competition rather than subsidy collection as the key to financial

success"); Del. PSC at 1,3,5. "[T]he 1996 Act neither requires nor contemplates that the FCC will

adopt a program which requires the level of high cost universal service support to become more

2



expensive and burdensome to unsubsidized ratepayers than it is today." Md. PSC at 6, n.9 (citing

Sen. Rep. No. 104-23, 10th Cong., 1st Sess 25-26 (1995)). Hence, "any Universal Service Program

should be kept as small as possible while still meeting the agreed-upon social objective." MCI at 3

As Sprint notes (at 10), "[c]urrent subsidies are immense," and certainly should not be

increased over current levels Ameritech correctly points out that there is no reason to believe that

the current level of federal support has been inadequate; indeed, telephone penetration levels have

increased substantially since AT&T's divestiture. Ameritech at 4; see also Md PSC at 4. Conversely,

a number of commenters point out that the larger the universal service support mechanisms grow,

the greater the burden borne by all ratepayers. Ameritech at 6-8; Bell Atlantic at 2, 10; MCI at 3, 18;

see also Del. PSC 3, 5; Md. PSC at 6; NYDPS at 2. And as the California Public Service

Commission recognizes, increasing the size of the federal fund risks creating a "bloated subsidy

program which can never be reduced or eliminated" CPUC at 4;~ ill..sQ Bell Atlantic at 4; MCI at

18; Tex. PUC at 4, 6.

The commenters also agree that any universal service funding program should also be

competitively neutral. See,~ ALTS at 6-7; Ameritech at 5; CompTel at 2-3; MCI at 1,2,9-10,

11-12; NYDPS at 1; Sprint at iii, 3-5. In particular, a number of commenters recognize that the

Commission should recover universal service obligations through end-user surcharges. 4, CPuc

at 12-13; MCI at 12; Md. PSC at 2, 7, 8. As the CPUC notes, an end-user surcharge would "reduce

consumer confusion and ensure that the correct amount is raised for the high cost program." CPUC

at 13.
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II. THE COMMENTERS SUPPORT IMPORTANT ASPECTS OF AT&T'S
PROPOSALS.

A. There is also significant support for AT&T's specific proposals. For example, numerous

comrnenters acknowledge that the major LECs have many sources of support (without resorting to

access revenues) that adequately compensate them for universal service costs. MCI correctly notes

that "prices/revenues for many interstate and intrastate services far exceed costs, but not all of these --

indeed only a small share of these -- extra revenues are needed to fund the Universal Service subsidy

... Most of these extra revenues simply contribute to the high profits that the non-rural LECs enjoy"

MCI at 7 Indeed, the Ohio Public Utilities Commission, in the context of discussing the revenue

benchmark, frankly acknowledges the many local revenue sources that contribute to universal service.

Ohio PUC at 4. As the Ohio Commission explains, "to protect against the overfunding ofcarriers,

[the benchmark] should include the revenues for all additional vertical services for each single line

business and residential subscriber, and not just supported services," and notes that "[t]otal intrastate

residential revenues from telecommunications services include all revenues from intrastate retail

residential services (including vertical services and any yellow pages revenues received from an

affiliate) as well as wholesale payments by resellers for residential services in that study area" See

AT&T demonstrated in its comments that the revenues from these local services more than

cover the major non-rural LECs' universal service costs, and therefore the Commission should cancel

any further explicit federal funding until these LECs can demonstrate to their state commissions that

such local revenues are no longer adequate. AT&T at 5-6 & Attachment 1. 2 Under these

In the handful of study areas where local service revenues alone fail to cover the entirety of the
(continued... )

4



circumstances, continuing explicit federal universal service funding for the RBOCs, GTE, and SNET

does nothing more than provide "fat and excess profits" MCI at 18-19; ALTS at 5;~ also MCI

at 7 (GTE's proposal is nothing more than "an attempt by GTE to perpetuate its current monopoly

revenue stream") As the CPUC correctly notes (at 11), "the 1996 Act does not require that every

alleged implicit subsidy should be replaced with a new explicit one, but allows the FCC to eliminate

these subsidies if they are unnecessary to achieve the mandates of the Act." As Attachment 1 in

AT&T's comments showed, the current federal payments represent a pure windfall for these LECs,

which is directly contrary to the purposes of the Act and, if anything, will merely frustrate the further

development oflocal competition Therefore, these payments should be discontinued. ALTS at 4-5,

9 ("[T]he beneficiaries of universal service support must be consumers, not carriers"); Ameritech at

3; MCI at 7.

In all events, the Commission certainly should not adopt any methodology that would increase

the size of the fund Nonetheless, as AT&T showed in its comments, the Commission's current

methodology will do just that, because support will be calculated on a wire center basis. 3 Therefore,

the Commission should calculate support at the study area level rather than at the wire center level.

A number ofcommenters agree that the wire center approach is inappropriate. For example,

many commenters note that the Commission itself had found that universal service subsidies should

2 (continued)
LEC's costs,~ AT&T at Attachment 1, states should look to the LEC's other sources of
support, including revenues from intrastate toll, wireless, and yellow pages, before releasing any
federal funding.

3 ~,~, Bell Atlantic at 7-8, 15 (calculating support at the wire center level results in wide
variances in the measure of costs that can be minimized by calculating support at the state-wide
level)
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not be disaggregated to a lower level than unbundled network element rates See,~, GTE at II

("[t]o minimize arbitrage opportunities, it would be desirable for state retail, resale, and unbundled

network element (UNE) rates to be consistent with one another, and with the USF support that is

available"); MCI at 5 (" [s]ound public policy principles suggest that the calculations for the explicit

Universal Service fund be performed over the same cost zones that each state has used for setting

loop rates"); see also CompTel at 6. As the commenters note, most states have not disaggregated

UNE rates below the study area level, and certainly not down to the wire center level, and therefore

the Commission's approach will create opportunities for arbitrage by new entrants. See MCI at 13.

However, unbundled network elements remain unavailable as a practical matter even in the few states

that have established zone density pricing, because of excessive "glue" charges, nonfunctional

operations support systems, and other anticompetitive conditions. Therefore, the Commission should

continue to calculate support at the study area level, as it does under the current system.

In addition, because the underlying predicate for the establishment of a new universal service

system -- local competition -- has thus far failed to develop, it would be prudent for the Commission

to postpone implementation of the new USF program AT&T at 10-11. Indeed, implementation

would actually fiustrate the further development of competition if explicit federal funding increased

as a result. In its comments, AT&T laid out a test for determining when the new system should be

implemented in each state. AT&T at 12-13

A number ofcomrnenters agree that the Commission need not implement the new system on

January I, 1999. As CompTel states, "[u]ntil the ILECs actually have taken the steps necessary to

open their markets to local competition, it will be impossible to measure the competitive neutrality

of the Commission's high cost support approach Thus, a threshold [test] like that suggested by
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AT&T would enable the Commission to ascertain that its high cost support methodology is consistent

with all the goals of Section 254" CompTel at 6-7 Similarly, noting that universal service reform

!'cannot be accomplished in a vacuum," MCl agrees that the new system should be implemented

concurrently with unbundling, pricing and access charge reform, in order to fulfill the competitive

regime envisioned by Congress MCl at 1, 24. Given the importance of this issue, the Commission

should continue to rely on the existing mechanisms until it has had time to design better system.

ALTS at 4,8-9; Evans Telephone at 7-8; SDPUC at 1; see also Celpage at 1 (proposing delay of the

USF proxy model until at least Jan. 1, 200 1)

B. Finally, SBC's contentions that the Commission has no statutory authority to adopt

AT&T's proposals are wrong See SBC at 6-10. First, the Commission has ample authority to cancel

the existing explicit universal service payments to the major LECs. As AT&T showed in its

comments, the major non-rural LECs' sources of support (i. e., local service, and contribution from

intrastate toll, wireless, and yellow pages) more than cover their universal service costs, and so long

as that is true the Commission can cancel federal funding. See AT&T at 5-6 & Attachment I. In

other words, the Commission could validly conclude in that situation that federal payments of zero

would constitute funding that is "sufficient" to preserve and advance universal service as it relates to

these LECs. See Section 254(d). There is no provision of the Act that compels the Commission to

provide windfall universal service payments to LECs whose local service and other sources of

contribution completely cover their universal service costs.

Moreover, SBC mistakenly characterizes this as an issue of "eligibility" under Section 21·~{e)

SBC at 7-8, 1O. AT&T's proposal has nothing to do with Section 214 eligibility, nor does it seek to

condition such eligibility on compliance with Sections 251 and 252 To the contrary, the SBC LECs
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undoubtedly meet the eligibility requirements of Section 214(e) and are thus "eligible" to receive

payments under whatever "sufficient" mechanisms the Commission establishes. Nothing in either

Sections 254 or 214, however, requires the Commission to structure its universal service mechanisms

to provide payments to carriers that are "eligible" under Section 214 but nonetheless do not need any

such payments. As soon as SBC can show that its local service and other available revenues no

longer cover its universal service costs (~ AT&T at 6-7), SBC, as an "eligible" carrier, could

immediately begin to receive federal funding under AT&T's proposal, if the Commission's

mechanisms were so structured.

SBC is similarly confused as to the Commission's statutory authority to postpone

implementation of the new system. Section 254(a)(2) of the Act expressly authorizes the Commission

to establish a "timetable for implementation" of the new universal service system that is consistent

with the standards and purposes of the Act There is no dispute that the entire theory of Section 254

is that the existing sources of support will be unsustainable in a competitive environment. See AT&T

at 10 As a factual matter, however, there has been no significant entry into the local and exchange

access markets widespread enough to put any competitive pressure on those existing sources of

universal service contribution. Therefore, the Commission can lawfully postpone implementation of

the redesigned system until such competition arrives.

SBC's two statutory arguments against postponement do not withstand scrutiny. See SBC

at 7-8. First, SBC argues that the fact that Section 271 expressly conditions interLATA entry on

compliance with Sections 251 and 252 means that universal service subsidies cannot be similarly

conditioned, since Section 254 does not contain such an express linkage. That is complete non

sequitur. Section 254 independently instructs the Commission to establish a "timetable for
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implementation" of the new system, and the Commission has broad discretion to establish a timetable

that is consistent with the purposes and standards of Section 254. The rate at which competitive

entry is eroding the pre-existing sources of support is unquestionably relevant to that determination. ~

Second, SBC mistakenly claims that Section 214(e) prohibits the Commission from

postponing implementation of the system. As with the cancellation of payments, postponing

implementation has nothing to do with eligibility to receive payments under Section 214(e).

Postponing implementation would not in itself strip any carrier of eligibility to receive payments, and

indeed, the non-major non-rural carriers would continue to receive subsidies under the current

mechanisms.

SBC also incorrectly claims that robust competition is occurring in its region. As supposed

proof, SBC recites the usual litany of signed interconnection agreements and the loss of a tiny

percentage of its customers SBC at 7. The LECs' intransigence is well documented, however, in

providing the critical unbundled network elements and operations support system interfaces that

would facilitate competition that would actually be widespread enough to put pressure on the rates

that may contain contribution for universal service. 5 AT&T's proposed test for when the new system

should be implemented is narrowly focused on the extent to which the incumbent LECs are losing

margins that provide sources of universal service support See AT&T at 12-13. If competition is

4 Moreover, AT&T's proposal does not involve linking implementation of the new system to
compliance with Sections 251 and 252 per se. AT&T set forth in its comments its proposed test
for when the universal service system would be implemented in each state. AT&T at 12-13

5 ~,~, Request for Amendment of the Commission's Rules Regarding Access Charge Reform
and Price Cap Performance Review for Local Exchange Carriers, RM No. 9210, Comments of
AT&T at 8-16 (filed January 30, 1998); id., Reply Comments of AT&T at 3-7 (filed February 17,
1998)
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indeed eroding away those sources of support, then SBC should be able to satisfy that test and

receive federal support payments pursuant to the new system

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above and in AT&T's comments, the Commission should end explicit

payments for the major non-rural LECs, adopt AT&T's proposal concerning the methodology for

determining high cost support for non-rural companies, and it should postpone implementation of the

new system until competition develops.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Judy Sello
Mark C. Rosenblum
Judy Sello

Room 3245Il
295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920
(908) 221-8984

Gene C. Schaerr
James P. Young

1722 Eye Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C 20006
(202) 736-8141

May 29, 1998

10



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, James P. Young, do hereby certify that on this 29th day of May, 1998, I caused a copy of
the foregoing AT&T Reply Comments on Proposed Methods of Determining High Cost Support to
be served upon each ofthe parties listed on the attached service list by US First Class mail postage
prepaid

lsi James P. Youna
James P. Young



96-45
Joint Board

Servi ce I,j at

The Honorable Susan Ness, Chair,
Conunissioner
Federal Communications Commission
Room 832
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

The Honorable Harold Furchtgott
Roth, Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
Room 802
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

The Honorable Gloria Tristani,
Commissioner
Federal Conununications Commission
Room 826
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

The Honorable Julia Johnson,
State Chair, Chairman
Florida Public Service Commission
Gerald Gunter Building
2540 Washington Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30334-5701

The Honorable David Baker,
Commissioner
Georgia Public Service Commission
244 Washington Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30334-5701

The Honorable Laska Schoenfelder,
Commissioner
South Dakota Public Utilities
Commission
State Capitol
500 East Capitol Street
Pierre, SD 57501-5070

The Honorable Patrick H. Wood,
III, Chairman
Texas Public Utility Commission
1701 North Congress Ave.
Austin, TX 78701

Martha S. Hagerty
Missouri Office of Public Council
Suite 250
Truman Building
301 West High Street
Jefferson City, Me 65102

Charles Bolle
South Dakota Public Utilities
Commission
State Capitol
500 East Capitol Street
Pierre, SD 57501-5070

Deonne Bruning
Nebraska Public Service
Commission
300 The Atrium
1200 N Street,
P.O. Box 94927
Lincoln, NE 68509-4927

James Casserly
Federal Communications Commission
Commissioner Ness's Ofice
Room 832
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Rowland Curry
Texas Public Utility Commission
1701 North Congress Avenue
P.O. Box 13326
Austin, TX 78701

Ann Dean
Maryland Public Service
Commission
16 th Floor
6 Saint Paul Street
Baltimore, Me 21202-6806

Bridget Duff, State Staff Chair
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0866



Emily M. Williams
Association for Local

Telecommunications Services
Suite 900
888 17u Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Tiane Sommer
Georgia Public Service Commission
244 Washington Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30334-5701

Brian Roberts
California Public Utilities
Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Center Drive
60196-1025

Michael S. Pabian
Ameritech
Room 4H82
2000 West Ameritech
Hoffman Estates, IL

Sam Cotton
Alaska Public Utilities

Commission
Suite 400
1016 West Sixth Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501-1963

Sheryl Todd (plus 8 copies)
Federal Communications Commission
Accounting and Audits Division
Universal Service Branch
Room 8611
2100 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

James Bradford Ramsey
National Association of
Regulatory Utility
Commissioners
1100 pennsylvania Ave., NW
P.O. Box 684
Washington, DC 20044-0684

Arnaldo A. Mignucci-Giannoni
Leonard Mignucci & Perez-Giusti
Association of Competitive

Telecommunication Providers
Suite 530
33 Bolivia Street
Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 00917

- 2 -

Irene Flannery, Federal Staff
Chair
Federal Communications commission
Accounting and Audits Division
Universal Service Branch
Room 8922
2100 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Mark Long
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahasse, FL 32399-0866

Sandra Makeeff
Iowa Utilities Board
Lucas State Office Building
Des Moines, IA 50319

Lori Kenyon
Alaska Public Utilities
Commission
Suite 400
1016 West Sixth Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Kevin Martin
Federal Communications
Commission
Commissioner Furchtgott-Roth's
Office
Room 802
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Paul Gallant
Federal Communications Commission
Commissioner Tristani's Office
Room 826
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Philip F. McClelland
Pennsylvania Office of Consumer
Advocate
1425 Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Barry Payne
Indiana Office of the Consumer
Counsel
Room N501
100 North Senate Avenue
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2208



Edward Shakin
Joseph DiBella
Lawrence Katz
Bell Atlantic
Eighth Floor
1320 North Court House Road

Arlington, VA 22201
M. Robert Sutherland
Richard M. Sbaratta
BellSouth Corporation
Suite 1700
1155 Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30309-3610

Peter Arth, Jr.
William N. Foley
Ellen S. Levine
People of the State of California

and the Public Utilities
Commission of the State of
California

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Frederick M. Joyce
Joyce & Jacobs, LLP
Fourteenth Floor - PH2
1019 19th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorney for Celpage, Inc.

Richard M. Tettlebaum
Citizens Utilities Company
Suite 500
1400 16th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Ronald J. Binz
Debra R. Berlyn
John Windhausen, Jr.
Competition Policy Institute
Suite 520
1156 16u Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

Ronald J. Binz
Debra R. Berlyn
John Windhausen, Jr.
Competition Policy Institute
Suite 1050
3773 Cherry Creek North Drive
Denver, CO 80209

- 3 .

Genevieve Morelli
Competitive

Telecommunications Association
Suite 800
1900 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Danny E. Adams
Rebekah J. Kinnett
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
Suite 500
1200 19u Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorneys for
Competitive Telecommunications
Association

Bruce H. Burcat
Delaware Public Service

Commission
Suite 100
861 Silver Lake Blvd.
Dover, DE 19904

Jeffrey F. Beck
Jillisa Bronfman
Beck & Ackerman
Suite 760
Four Embarcadero Center
San Francisco,CA 94111

Attorneys for Commenting
Parties

Emily C. Hewitt
George N. Barclay
Michael J. Ettner
General Services Administration
Room 4002
1800 F Street, NW
Washington, DC 20405

John F. Raposa
GTE Service Corporation
HQE03J27
600 Hidden Ridge
PO Box 152092
Irving, TX 75015-2092

Gail L. Polivy
GTE Service Corporation
Suite 1200
1850 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036



Diane C. Munns
William H. Smith, Jr.
Iowa Utilities Board
350 Maple Street
Des Moines, IA 50319

David A. Irwin
Irwin, Campbell & Tannenwald, PC
Suite 200
1730 Rhode Island Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036~3101

Peter Bluhm
Vermont Public Service Board
Drawer 20
112 State Street
Montpelier, VT 05620-2701

Steve Hamula
West Virginia Public Service

Conunission
201 Brooks Street
PO Box 812
Charleston, WV 25323

Samuel Loudenslager
Arkansas Public Service

Conunission
1000 Center Street
PO Box 400
Little Rock, AR 72203-0400

Gary Walsh
South Carolina Public

Service commission
PO Box 11649
Columbia, SC 29203

Joel B. Shifman
Maine Public Utilities

Conunission
State House Station #18
Augusta, ME 04333

Barclay Jackson
New Hampshire Public Utilities

Conunission
8 Old Suncook Road
Concord, NH 03301

David M. Kaufman
New Mexico State Corporation

Conunission
PO Drawer 1508
Sante Fe, NM 87504-1508

- 4 -

Bryan G. Moorhouse
Susan Stevens Miller
Public Service Commission of

Maryland
6 St. Paul Street
Baltimore, Me 21202

Chuck Goldfarb
Lawrence Fenster
MCI Telecommunications

Corporation
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20006

Karen Finstad Hammel
Montana Public Service

Commission
PO Box 202601
1701 Prospect Avenue
Helena, MT 59620-2601

Betty D. Montgomery
Duane W. Luckey
Steven T. Nourse
Ohio Public Utilities Conunission
Public Utilities Section
180 East Broad Street
Columbus, OH 43215-3793

Richard A. Askoff
National Exchange Carrier

Association, Inc.
100 South Jefferson Road
Whippany, NJ 07981

Lawrence G. Malone
State of New York Department of

Public Service
Three Empire State Plaza
Albany, NY 12223-1350

Bruce Hagen
Leo M. Reinbold
Susan E. Wefald
North Dakota Public Service

Conunission
Dept. 408
600 E. Boulevard Ave.
Bismarck, NO 58505-0480



Mitchell F. Brecher
Robert E. Stup, Jr.
Fleischman and Walsh, LLP
1400 Sixteenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorneys for Operator
Communications, Inc.
D/B/A Oncor Communications,
Inc.

Joseph K. Witmer
Pennsylvania Public Utility

Commission
PO Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Joe D. Edge
Tina M. Pidgeon
Drinker Biddle & Reath, LLP
Suite 900
901 15 th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

Attorneys for Puerto Rico
Telephone Company

James A. Burg
Pam Nelson
South Dakota Public Utilities

Commission
500 South Capitol
Pierre, SD 57501

Margot Smiley Humphrey
Julie A. Barrie
Koteen & Naftalin, LLP
Suite 1000
1150 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorneys for Rural
Telephone Coalition
(NRTA)

L. Marie Guillory
Panela Fusting
2626 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20037

Attorneys for Rural
Telephone Coalition
(NTCA)

- 5 -

Lisa M. Zaina
Stephen Pastorkovich
Suite 700
21 Dupont Circle, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorneys for Rural
Telephone Coalition
(OPASTCO)

James D. Ellis
Robert M. Lynch
Durward D. Dupre
Darryl W. Howard
Southwestern Bell Telephone

Company
Pacific Bell
Nevada Bell
Room 3703
One Bell Plaza
Dallas, TX 75202

Jay C. Keithley
H. Richard Juhnke
Sprint Corporation
11 th Floor
1850 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Sandra K. Williams
PO Box 11315
Kansas City, MO 64112

Attorney for Sprint
Corporation

Bruce Schoonover
John Staurulakis, Inc.
6315 Seabrook Road
Seabrook, MD 20706

Margot Smiley Humphrey
Koteen & Naftalin, LLP
Suite 1000
1150 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attorney for TOS
Telecommunmications
Corporation



Judy Walsh
Patricia A. Curran
Public Utility Commission of

Texas
PO Box 13326
1701 N. Congress Avenue
Austin, TX 78711-3326

Lawrence E. Sarjeant
Linda Kent
Keith Townsend
United States Telephone

Association
Suite 600
1401 H Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

John B. McKenna
John L. Traylor
U S WEST Communications, Inc.
Suite 700
1020 19u Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Maria Tankenson Hodge
Hodge & Francoi s
1340 Taarneberg
St. Thomas, VI 00802

Attorney for Virgin Islands
Public Services Commission

Samuel E. Ebbesen
Virgin Islands Telephone

Corporation
PO Box 6100
St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands

00801-6100

Benjamin H. Dickens, Jr.
Gerard J. Duffy
Blooston, Mordkofsky, Jackson &

Dickens
2120 L Street, NW
WaShington, DC 20037

Attorneys for Western Alliance

Marc A. Stone
Kimberly Blaylock
Fred Williamson & Associates,

Inc.
Suite 200
2921 E. 91st Street
Tulsa, OK 74137

- 6 -


